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(SALT TWO - 1782) 

REFS: A. SALTTWO-1780 B. SALTTWO-1770 

SUMMARY. SOVIETS PROBED FOR FURTHER INFORMATION ABOUT US 
INTENTIONS REGARDING CRUISE MISSILES ON SRAM RACKS, NOW 
AND IN FUTURE. US REPLIED TO EARLIER SOVIET QUESTIONS RE- 
GARDING NEED FOR FRODS, RATHER THAN JUST OBSERVABLE DIF- 
FERENCES, IF AIRPLANES ONCE CONVERTED TO CRUISE MISSILE 
CARRIERS ARE LATER RECONVERTED TO OTHER USES. US ALSO CON- 
FIRMED ITS DESIRE FOR SEPARATE COMMON UNDERSTANDING DE- 
FINING FRODS. END SUMMARY. 

1 . SMOLIN TABLED NEW SOVIET LANGUAGE FOR ART. VI.5, 

NOTING THAT ACCOUNT HAD BEEN TAKEN ON US COMMENTS AT LAST 
DRAFTING GROUP (PARA 9 OF REF A). NEW LANGUAGE IS IDEN- 
TICAL WITH US FORMULATION EXCEPT FOR SUBSTITUTION OF WORD 
’BOMBER" FOR "AIRPLANE" AT TWO PLACES IN SECOND SENTENCE. 
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2. SMOLIN AGAIN QUERIED US INTENTIONS REGARDING CRUISE 
MISSILES ON SRAM LAUNCHERS IN LIGHT OF PEREZ STATEMENT ON 
JUNE 9 (PARA 1 OF REF A). HE NOTED THAT US HAD SAID THAT 
CRUISE MISSILES CURRENTLY PLANNED FOR DEPLOYMENT WOULD NOT 
FIT ON SUCH LAUNCHERS. POSSIBILITY REMAINED THAT OTHER 
CRUISE MISSILES EXIST WHICH MIGHT FIT ON SRAM LAUNCHERS. 

THIS WAS NOT HYPOTHETICAL FUTURE SITUATION BUT ONE TAKING 
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SHAPE NOW. COULD US GIVE CLARIFICATION? ALSO, WITH REGARDTO 
FUTURE, US SAID IT CANNOT DISCUSS IN SPECIFIC TERMS HYPO- 
THETICAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS. IT IS NOT CLEAR TO SOVIET 
SIDE WHAT THIS IMPLIES, BUT IT COULD MEAN THAT PROGRAMS 
MIGHT EXIST IN THE FUTURE WHICH WILL NOT FIT INTO TREATY 
PROVISIONS ABOUT CRUISE MISSILES. KARPOV ADDED THAT OBJECT 
OF TALKS IS TO WORK OUT PROVISIONS BLOCKING ANY ACTIVITIES 
PROHIBITED BY THE TREATY, PROTOCOL OR OTHER DOCUMENTS. 
SMOLIN CONCLUDED THAT SOVIET CONCERNS RELATED BOTH TO PRE- 
SENT AND FUTURE AND THAT THEY WOULD BE GRATEFUL FOR FUR- 
THER EXPLANATIONS. 

3. PEREZ REFERRED TO SOVIET QUESTION AT LAST MEETING RE- 
GARDING COMMON UNDERSTANDING TO VI.6 ABOUT FRODS, RELATING 
TO HEAVY BOMBERS AND CRUISE MISSILE CARRIERS, (PARA 10 OF 
REF A), AND HOW THIS WOULD APPLY TO REVERSE CONVERSION. 

US VIEW WAS THAT REMOVAL FROM EITHER OR BOTH RELEVANT 
AGGREGATES SHOULD ONLY BE ON BASIS OF FRODS AND NOT MERELY 
ON OBSERVABLE DIFFERENCES, REGARDLESS OF NATURE OF DIF- 
FERENCES DISTINGUISHING THESE AIRPLANES PRIOR TO SUCH RE- 
MOVAL. REMOVAL MUST BE CARRIED OUT UNDER PROCEDURES 
ENSURING THAT SUCH ARMS NO LONGER HAVE CAPABILITY WHICH 
ORIGINALLY CAUSED THEM TO BE INCLUDED IN AGGREGATE. THIS 
PROBLEM WAS INHERENTLY MORE DIFFICULT THAN ENSURING THAT 
ARMS WHICH NEVER HAD A PARTICULAR CAPABILITY HAD NOT AC- 
QUIRED SUCH CAPABILITY. RELIANCE WAS PLACED ON ODS IN 
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ONLY TWO SPECIAL CASES, IN ORDER TO DEAL WITH EXISTING 
SITUATIONS IN WHICH APPLICATION OF FRODS RULE IS NOT PRAC- 
TICAL. THIS EXCEPTION SHOULD BE LIMITED IN ITS APPLICA- 
TIONS AND NOT EXTENDED TO MORE DIFFICULT PROBLEM OF EN- 
SURING THAT ARMS WHICH ONCE HAD CERTAIN CAPABILITIES NO 
LONGER HAVE SUCH CAPABILITIES. 

4. KARPOV AND SMOLIN PRESSED FOR FURTHER EXPLANATIONS, 

WITH LATTER ASKING WHAT US INTERPRETATION WOULD MEAN IN 
PRACTICE. WHAT SORT OF FRODS COULD BE GIVEN TO RECONVERTED 
B-52S, WHICH HAD ONCE BEEN CLASSED AS CMCS BECAUSE OF OB 
SERVABLE DIFFERENCES ONLY? IN ABSTRACT TERMS, IF BOMBER 

X CONVERTED TO X-PRIME, WOULD ITS RECONVERSION MAKE IT X 
AGAIN OR X-DOUBLE PRIME? PEREZ NOTED THAT SIDE WOULD HAVE 
CHOICE, IF IT WANTED TO RECONVERT SOME CONVERTED CMCS, 
EITHER TO DEACTIVATE THEM AND THUS TAKE THEM OUT OF AGGRE- 
GATES, OR ELSE GIVE THEM FRODS INDICATING THAT THEY DID 
NOT HAVE THE CAPABILITY OF PERFORMING AS LONG-RANGE CMCS. 
SMOLIN ASKED WHY. IF FRODS ARE REQUIRED FOR RECONVERSION, 
THEY SHOULD NOT BE REQUIRED FOR CONVERSION BECAUSE PRINCI- 
PLE IS THE SAME. KARPOV PROBED FOR US VIEWS ON BORDERLINE 
BETWEEN FRODS AND ODS, WHICH WOULD BE DISTINGUISHABLE BY 
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NTM. PEREZ NOTED THAT SOVIETS HAD ADOPTED SAME DEFINITION 
OF FRODS AND THAT THEIR VIEWS SHOULD ALSO BE SET FORTH. 

HE ALSO COMMENTED THAT PRACTICAL EFFECT OF FRODS REQUIRE- 
MENT FOR RECONVERSION MAY BE THAT SIDE WHICH CANNOT PRO- 
VIDE FRODS WILL EITHER HAVE TO 1) REMOVE AIRPLANES FROM 
AGGREGATES VIA DISMANTLING OR DESTRUCTION OR 2) CONVERT 
THEM TO SOMETHING ELSE NOT INCLUDED IN AGGREGATES, BUT IN 
THE LATTER CASE, OF COURSE, WITH FRODS. 

5. PEREZ REFERRED TO SOVIET SIDE'S VIEW THAT A SEPARATE 
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PROVISION DEFINING THE TERM "FRODS" APPEARED TO BE UNNE- 
CESSARY AND REDUNDANT IN LIGHT OF APPARENT AGREEMENT BE- 
TWEEN THE SIDES ON DEFINITION. HOWEVER, RECOGNIZING THAT 
A CLEAR AND UNAMBIGUOUS DEFINITION OF FRODS IS BASIS FOR 
ESTABLISHING THE TYPE RULE CONCEPT IN ART. II.3, US CON- 
TINUES TO BELIEVE THIS COMMON UNDERSTANDING IS REQUIRED 
TO INSURE THAT THERE IS AN EXPLICIT DEFINITION OF THE CON- 
CEPT AND, THEREFORE, THAT IT SHOULD BE INCLUDED IN THE 
JDT. SMOLIN REPLIED THAT, AS SOVIETS HAD ALREADY SAID IN 
JUNE 1 PLENARY (REF B), IF US CONTINUES TO INSIST ON IN- 
CLUDING ITS PROPOSED COMMON UNDERSTANDING, SOVIET SIDE IS 
PREPARED TO CONSIDER THIS. HE SAID THAT HE FULLY AGREED 
WITH PEREZ' STATEMENT THAT THERE WERE NO APPARENT DIF- 
FERENCES REGARDING THE SUBSTANCE OF THE FRODS CONCEPT. AS 
TO DIFFERENCES REGARDING THE SPHERE OF APPLICATION OF 
FRODS, HE HOPED THAT THEY COULD BE RESOLVED SOON, ADDING 
THAT IT WOULD BE USEFUL TO DISCUSS SOME EXAMPLES OF FRODS 
TO ENSURE THAT THERE WERE NO DIFFERENCES OF OPINION. 
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6. NEXT MEETING THURSDAY, JUNE 15. EARLE 
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